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The	Normative	Development	of	Internal	Displacement	Protection	
Introduction		
Statelessness	is	not	necessarily	a	criteria	of	displacement.	Rather,	people	known	as	
internally	displaced	persons	(IDPs)	are	uprooted	by	violence	or	disaster	but	remain	within	the	
confines	of	their	own	national	borders.	Refugees	and	IDPs	have	a	common	experience	of	
displacement,	but	unlike	refugees,	IDPs	remain	under	the	responsibility	of	their	home	state.	By	
the	end	of	2013,	at	least	33.3	million	people	worldwide	were	displaced	by	armed	conflict	and	
violence,	with	at	least	another	22	million	displaced	by	natural	disasters	(IDMC	May	and	
September	2014).	Between	September	and	November	2013	in	the	Philippines	alone,	four	
million	were	displaced	by	Typhoon	Haiyan—or	Yolanda,	as	it	is	known	locally—which	was	one	
of	the	world’s	most	devastating	typhoons	to	date,	and	another	120,000	were	displaced	by	an	
armed	siege	in	Zamboanga	City	(IDMC	Summary:	Philippines:	Internal	Displacement	in	Brief).	
Displacement	in	the	Philippines	embodies	the	harsh	realities	of	climate	change	related	disasters	
and	chronic	armed	conflict.	Despite	the	international	consensus	on	state	responsibility	for	
internal	displacement	response,	IDPs	often	receive	inadequate	care	and	fall	into	patterns	of	
prolonged	displacement.	In	the	late	1990s,	however,	the	United	Nations	(UN)	filled	a	normative	
void	in	IDP	protection	with	the	publication	of	the	Guiding	Principles	on	Internal	Displacement,	
hereby	referred	to	as	the	Guiding	Principles.	Still,	the	document	is	non-binding,	and	state	
response	is	ultimately	a	product	of	national	will.	Nearly	twenty	years	after	its	introduction,	the	
Guiding	Principles	are	embedded	in	but	a	few	state	laws	across	the	world,	prompting	debate	on	
the	document’s	true	normative	impact	and	the	trajectory	of	IDP	protection	as	an	emerging	
norm.	Along	these	lines,	my	research	asks	what	normative	implications	has	the	UN	Guiding	
Principles	on	Internal	Displacement	had	on	national	IDP	protection	in	the	Philippines.		
Conducting	research	on	the	reception	of	the	Guiding	Principles	is	a	significant	step	
towards	gaining	universal	protection	for	IDPs.	Despite	the	age	of	the	Guiding	Principles,	IDP	
protection	remains	an	emerging	norm	because	it	has	yet	to	be	institutionalized	by	a	critical	
mass	of	states.	Existing	literature	tends	to	focus	on	the	non-binding	status	of	the	document	as	
the	primary	obstacle	to	state	adoption,	rather	than	analyzing	the	particular	national	and	
	 	 s1684620	
	 1	
international	features	that	could	affect	acceptance.	An	important	starting	point	in	expanding	
the	literature	on	IDP	protection	is	understanding	how	the	Guiding	Principles	and	the	broader	
international	atmosphere	of	IDP	protection	interact	with	national	actors	to	elicit	response.	The	
goal	of	this	research	is	to	recognize	how	national	and	international	normative	environments	
affect	IDP	protection’s	prospects	as	an	emerging	norm.	In	the	first	section,	I	discuss	the	existing	
literature	on	the	impact	of	the	Guiding	Principles	and	craft	a	theoretical	framework	based	on	
Krook	and	True’s	(2010)	internal	and	external	dynamics	of	norm	diffusion.	The	next	section	
discusses	the	discursive	methodology	employed	to	build	the	dynamics	and	outlines	the	country	
and	text	selections.	The	analysis	then	presents	how	a	variety	of	publications	have	created	the	
internal	and	external	dynamics	of	IDP	protection	in	the	Philippines	and	reveals	the	impact	of	
the	Guiding	Principles	in	practice.	This	research	pursues	an	understanding	of	the	relationship	
between	the	normative	environment	formed	at	the	international	level	and	that	emerging	
domestically.	The	model	used	to	measure	this	interplay	is	transferrable	to	other	national	
settings,	and	seeks	to	contribute	a	universal	framework	for	better	understanding	norm	
emergence	and	diffusion.		
	
The	Literature		
	 Existing	literature	examines	the	significance	of	researching	IDPs	and	the	significance	of	
the	Guiding	Principles,	but	tends	to	lack	assessment	of	the	issue’s	normative	implications.	This	
research	contributes	to	the	literature	by	engaging	Krook	and	True’s	(2010)	framework	on	norm	
diffusion	and	highlighting	the	prospects	of	normative	success	for	IDP	protection	through	use	of	
a	case	study.	This	section	will	review	existing	works	on	IDP	protection,	address	the	absence	of	
normative	commentary,	and	develop	a	theoretical	framework	around	norm	diffusion.		
	
The	Significance	of	Research	on	Internally	Displaced	Persons	
	 Internally	displaced	persons	are	those	who	have	fled	their	homes	due	to	an	imminent	
threat	on	their	lives	or	livelihoods,	but	who	have	still	remained	within	the	confines	of	their	
national	boundaries.	The	Guiding	Principles	(UNHCR	1998,	5)	defines	an	IDP	as	anyone	
displaced	by	armed	conflict,	generalized	violence,	human	rights	violations,	and	natural	or	man-
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made	disasters.	The	definition	is	widely	acknowledged,	but	its	non-binding	status	does	not	
compel	states	to	formally	recognize	or	institutionalize	its	directives.	Additionally,	because	IDPs	
have	not	fled	their	national	borders,	the	state	government	remains	primarily	responsible	for	
their	wellbeing	(UNHCR	Internally	Displaced	People).	However,	only	twenty-eight	states	have	
adopted	some	type	of	policy	instrument	protecting	IDPs,	and	of	these,	merely	a	handful	
address	internal	displacement	and	IDP	rights	in	a	comprehensive	manner	(Brookings-LSE	
Project	on	Internal	Displacement).	The	general	absence	of	national	legal	protection	hinders	
IDPs	from	receiving	adequate	assistance	in	restoring	their	livelihoods,	consequently	prolonging	
displacement	in	many	cases	(Brookings	Institution	and	University	of	Bern	2005,	1;	Cohen	2014,	
59;	Deng	2001,	145;	UNHCR	1998,	2;	Schrepfer	2012,	672;	Weiss	1999,	369).	Additionally,	there	
exists	no	overriding	international	agency	ensuring	IDP	protection,	because	international	actors	
can	only	provide	humanitarian	assistance,	not	mandates.	In	the	absence	of	national	protection	
laws	and	limited	international	aid,	IDPs	often	remain	close	to	the	source	of	danger	without	
sufficient	assistance	and	are	thus	positioned	as	particularly	vulnerable	(Banerjee,	Chaudhury,	
and	Das	2005,13;	Ferris	and	Winthrop	2010,	11;	Schrepfer	2012,	668).	Consequently,	IDP	
protection	is	hindered	from	becoming	a	standard	of	governance.	Therefore,	research	on	the	
institutionalization	of	IDP	protection	is	a	fundamental	step	to	globalizing	the	practice	as	normal	
behavior.			
A	primary	problem	affecting	adequate	protection	is	definitional	ambiguity	of	an	IDP.	
Although	the	Guiding	Principles	outline	a	comprehensive	definition,	its	non-binding	status	has	
not	fully	eradicated	debate.	Consequently,	national	governments	have	varying	interpretations	
of	who	constitutes	as	an	IDP	and	the	state’s	responsibility	of	protection.	For	example,	Mooney	
(2005)	discusses	how	governments	can	mislabel	IDPs	as	migrants,	absolving	them	from	
responsibility	for	their	welfare.	Additionally,	she	notes	that	without	legal	frameworks,	there	are	
no	clear	parameters	on	displacement’s	duration,	and	humanitarian	aid	is	often	cut	off	before	
displacement	truly	ends	(Mooney	2005,	22).	The	specific	conditions	of	the	initial	emergency	
affect	duration,	but	the	capacity	and	willingness	of	the	government	can	also	hasten	or	prolong	
displacement.	IDPs	will	remain	a	particular	category	of	concern	until	comprehensive	protection	
laws	exist	in	the	vast	majority	of	states.	In	the	meantime,	observing	the	impact	of	the	Guiding	
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Principles	can	reveal	how	individual	states	are	responding	to	the	call	to	action	on	IDP	
protection.		
	 	
Current	Impact	of	the	Guiding	Principles	on	Internal	Displacement		
The	publication	of	the	Guiding	Principles	(1998)	began	a	transition	towards	accepting	
IDP	protection	as	an	international	norm.	The	document	provides	a	comprehensive	outline	of	all	
causes	and	phases	of	displacement,	as	well	as	all	rights	of	the	internally	displaced.	Schrepfer	
(2012,	669)	praises	the	Guiding	Principles	for	filling	a	normative	void,	particularly	by	forming	an	
inclusive	definition	of	who	constitutes	as	an	IDP.	Cohen	(2004;	460)	notes	that	the	Guiding	
Principles	have	quickly	gained	international	acceptance,	as	states	have	expressed	
“appreciation”	and	recognition	of	the	document	“as	an	important	tool	for	dealing	with	
situations	of	internal	displacement.”	However,	she	continues	by	recognizing	that	while	the	
Guiding	Principles	have	been	well-received	at	the	rhetorical	level,	there	are	ongoing	problems	
with	implementation	and	translation	into	national	contexts	(Cohen	2004,	470).	While	the	
Guiding	Principles	encompass	all	facets	of	IDP	protection,	the	definition	remains	descriptive,	
not	legal,	because	it	is	non-binding	(Ferris	and	Winthrop	2010,	6).	The	Guiding	Principles	indeed	
serve	as	a	tool	to	promote	protection,	but	as	internal	displacement	is	primarily	a	domestic	
issue,	the	impact	of	the	document	rests	in	its	reception	at	the	national	level.		
Internal	displacement	exhibits	different	conditions	depending	on	the	case,	and	national	
laws	should	be	tailored	to	national	circumstances	in	order	to	provide	protection	without	
discrimination.	The	intentionally	broad,	yet	inclusive	nature	of	the	Guiding	Principles	allows	
states	to	align	with	international	standards	no	matter	the	particulars	of	their	displacement	
crisis.	Along	these	lines,	national	authorities	can	develop	laws	in	four	manners:	a	brief	adoption	
of	the	Guiding	Principles	at	face	value,	addressing	a	specific	cause	or	phase	of	displacement,	
addressing	a	particular	need	of	IDPs,	or	a	comprehensive	law	addressing	all	causes,	phases,	and	
rights	(Wyndham	2006,	8).	In	many	cases,	though,	no	laws	addressing	IDPs	exist	at	all,	and	
when	they	do,	legislators	often	leave	the	Guiding	Principles	in	their	original	form,	providing	
abstract	legal	security	but	failing	to	outline	concrete	details	of	protection	(Kalin	2005,	9).	The	
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status	of	many	laws	suggests	shortcomings	in	the	impact	of	the	Guiding	Principles,	warranting	
deeper	analysis	of	national	contexts.		
State	action,	or	lack	thereof,	has	a	profound	impact	on	internal	displacement.	With	a	
general	absence	of	comprehensive	rights	protection,	protracted	displacement	of	five	to	twenty	
years	has	become	more	common	(Schrepfer	2012,	673).	The	trend	of	prolonged	displacement	
then	fuels	the	concept	of	the	“well-fed	dead”	(Schrepfer	2012,	673;	Deng	2001,	143).	This	
notion	illustrates	that	without	greater	economic,	social,	cultural,	civil,	and	political	rights,	even	
when	initial	humanitarian	relief	is	provided,	IDPs	cannot	fully	recover.	Instead,	they	remain	in	a	
state	of	displacement	and	become	the	“well-fed	dead”	(Schrepfer	2012,	673).	Attention	to	the	
particular	demographics	within	a	larger	displaced	group,	additionally,	helps	to	protect	
individual	rights,	as	different	categories	of	people	deserve	protection	suited	to	their	specific	
needs	(Deng	2001,	143).	Principles	9,	18	and	19(1998,	8,	11),	for	example,	address	the	needs	of	
women,	children,	and	indigenous	people,	encouraging	states	to	do	the	same	in	national	laws.	
Addressing	rights	of	IDPs	beyond	basic	humanitarian	care	is	an	essential	component	of	the	
Guiding	Principles,	and	looking	towards	national	actors,	such	thorough	consideration	will	reveal	
the	true	impact.		
Much	existing	work	focuses	on	one	type	or	phase	of	internal	displacement,	or	a	specific	
need	of	IDPs.	Cohen	and	Deng	(2009),	for	example,	examine	the	challenges	posed	by	violence-
induced	mass	displacement.	In	this	research,	the	authors	encourage	addressing	deeper	societal	
divisions	to	combat	mass	displacement	(Cohen	and	Deng	2009,	32).	The	Guiding	Principles	are	
mentioned	in	terms	of	their	promotion	of	national	responsibility	(Cohen	and	Deng	2009,	27),	
but	the	research	neglects	to	mention	how	implementing	the	Guiding	Principles	can	or	has	
impacted	internal	displacement	response.	Myers	(2001)	stresses	expanding	the	notion	of	a	
refugee	to	include	environmental	refugees,	as	well	as	addressing	the	root	causes	of	
environmentally-induced	displacements.	However,	this	work	is	limited	to	questions	of	
definition,	and	does	not	address	response.	Such	studies	address	big-picture	concepts	of	internal	
displacement,	but	case	studies	can	additionally	supply	understandings	of	how	domestic	
responses	and	diffusion	of	the	Guiding	Principles	can	in	turn	affect	overarching	problems	with	
internal	displacement	response.	
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Examining	case	studies	of	other	South	and	Southeast	Asian	states,	with	similar	types	of	
displacement	crises,	can	facilitate	an	understanding	of	the	course	of	IDP	protection	in	the	
Philippines.	Banerjee,	Chadhury,	and	Das	(2005)	compiled	studies	on	internal	displacement	
throughout	the	region—though	no	research	on	the	Philippines	was	published—which	discusses	
the	relevance	of	the	Guiding	Principles	in	national	contexts.	This	anthology	is	significant	in	
examining	national	responses	to	displacement	crises,	but	its	discussion	of	the	Guiding	Principles	
is	limited	to	the	document’s	relevance.	The	studies	merely	identify	where	the	Guiding	Principles	
align	with	a	particular	crisis,	rather	than	thoroughly	examining	how	the	connections	can	aid	or	
have	impacted	national	response.	Singh	(2012)	does	address	normative	effects	of	the	Guiding	
Principles	in	India,	specifically	in	reference	to	the	right	to	property.	The	research	analyzes	
India’s	legal	avenues	of	IDP	protection	and	their	alignment	with	the	Guiding	Principles,	showing	
the	barriers	to	protection	posed	by	haphazard	laws.	In	terms	of	normative	significance,	Singh	
(2012,	526)	concludes	that	without	internalizing	the	Guiding	Principles	or	similar,	pre-
established	norms,	IDP	protection	remains	weak.	However,	more	attention	could	be	drawn	to	
the	broader	normative	environment.	The	conclusion	briefly	addresses	Indian	discourse	as	a	
relevant	factor	to	norm	diffusion	(Singh	2012,	526),	but	the	bulk	of	the	research	focuses	on	
understanding	legal	content	rather	than	national	normative	elements	that	might	affect	
reception.	Further	research	on	IDP	protection	as	a	norm	can	help	the	academic	and	political	
communities	alike	forecast	ideal	circumstances	for	adopting	protection	laws	and	understand	
how	to	better	integrate	the	Guiding	Principles	into	national	legislation	and	society.	A	theoretical	
framework	based	in	norm	diffusion	will	construct	the	international	and	national	normative	
environments	of	IDP	protection,	allowing	for	analysis	of	the	rhetorical	and	discursive	factors	
that	shape	the	emergence	and	future	of	IDP	protection	as	a	norm.		
	
Theoretical	Framework:	Norm	Emergence	and	Diffusion		
The	advent	of	norms	is	a	process.	Norms	are	not	things,	nor	even	solely	values,	but	rather	
are	practices	agreed	to	be	a	standard	of	appropriate	behavior	for	actors	with	a	given	identity	
(Finnemore	and	Sikkink	1998,	891).	Throughout	their	emergence,	norms	are	continuously	
shaped	and	reshaped,	and	thus	should	be	viewed	as	processes,	rather	than	as	static	concepts	
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(Krook	and	True	2010,	108).	The	study	of	how	various	norms	become	embedded	in	society	is	
ongoing,	but	Finnemore	and	Sikkink’s	(1998)	model	of	the	norm	life	cycle	is	widely	employed.	
The	life	cycle	approach	understands	that	norms	move	from	emergence,	through	widespread	
adoption,	to	internalization	(Finnemore	and	Sikkink	1998).	While	the	overall	process	is	
significant	for	understanding	norms,	the	individual	phases	are	also	worthy	of	exploration.	As	
few	states	have	yet	to	institutionalize	IDP	protection,	the	norm	remains	in	the	emergence	
phase,	thus	the	framework	focuses	on	norm	emergence	and	development.	In	this	section,	I	
draw	upon	existing	literature	on	norm	diffusion	to	craft	a	framework	of	how	IDP	protection	can	
be	analyzed	as	an	emerging	norm.	
Norm	emergence	and	norm-building	are	relatively	understudied	phenomena	within	
constructivist	literature	(Finnemore	and	Sikkink	1998,	896;	Carpenter	2007,	100).	This	is	
surprising,	given	that	the	constructivist	turn	in	global	politics	views	norms	as	vital	to	successful	
law	making	at	all	levels	of	analysis	(Bailey	2008,	291)	However,	Finnemore	and	Sikkink	(1998,	
896)	do	outline	the	basic	pillars	of	emergence	as	norm	entrepreneurs,	organizational	platforms,	
and	the	tipping	point,	which	transitions	norms	to	the	next	stage	of	diffusion.	Norm	
entrepreneurs	are	an	issue’s	primary	advocates,	and	must	actively	build	the	issue’s	reputation	
and	compete	with	other	candidate	norms	for	attention.	Their	work	crafts	the	original	normative	
environment	by	employing	language	that	names,	interprets,	and	dramatizes	the	issue	
(Finnemore	and	Sikkink	1998,	897).	Norm	entrepreneurs	are	important	in	creating	movements	
at	the	national	level	where	the	emerging	norm	first	becomes	institutionalized	(Bailey	2008,	
291).	Of	complementary	importance,	entrepreneurs	need	organizational	platforms	to	promote	
their	norm	internationally.	Such	platforms	can	be	existing	international	organizations	or	new	
groups	specifically	designed	to	promote	the	norm.	Successful	platforms	utilize	experts	in	the	
issue	area	to	gain	legitimacy	and	appeal	to	key	state	actors	for	acceptance	and	commitment	to	
instituting	the	proposed	norm	(Finnemore	and	Sikkink	1998,	899).	Once	advocates	gain	a	secure	
footing	in	these	forums,	the	norm	may	reach	the	tipping	point	and	begin	to	gain	widespread	
acceptance	across	the	international	system	(Bailey	2008,	291).	In	the	life	cycle	model,	the	
tipping	point	occurs	when	entrepreneurs	have	convinced	a	critical	mass	of	states—about	one-
third	of	all	those	in	the	system—to	adopt	the	new	norm,	a	feat	which	IDP	protection	has	yet	to	
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achieve	(Finnemore	and	Sikkink	1998,	901).	Although	this	model	includes	significant	events	
throughout	a	norm’s	early	existence,	these	factors	merely	introduce	the	process.		
The	life	cycle	approach	addresses	the	general	flow	of	norm	emergence,	but	lacks	analysis	of	
how	issues	can	evolve	throughout	their	emergence,	and	how	they	become	accepted	into	
different	national	settings.	The	relationship	between	actors	and	normative	structures	is	
reciprocal	and	by	acknowledging	this,	constructivism	should	accept	that	norms	are	fluid	and	can	
both	shape	and	be	shaped	by	actors	(Carpenter	2007,	101;	Price	and	Reus-Smit	1998,	267).		
Finnemore	and	Sikkink	(1998,	893,	906)	acknowledge	that	domestic	influences	are	strongest	
early	in	the	norm	life	cycle,	but	the	focus	of	the	model	does	not	deeply	analyze	specific	national	
features.	In	order	to	grasp	a	more	thorough	understanding	of	how	norms	reach	a	tipping	point,	
Finnemore	and	Sikkink’s	(1998)	model	of	emergence	should	be	supplemented	with	analysis	of	
greater	normative	environments.	Krook	and	True’s	(2010)	framework	of	internal	and	external	
dynamism	provides	an	overarching	model	of	normative	environments	that	provides	for	a	
comprehensive	analysis	of	norm	emergence.	In	this	model,	norms	are	observed	in	terms	of	
their	reception	and	interpretation	at	the	national	level,	as	well	as	in	reference	to	their	
overarching	international	environment.	Norm	entrepreneurs	and	their	organizational	platforms	
will	still	be	considered,	but	will	be	joined	by	analysis	of	more	specific	factors	that	impact	norm	
emergence.		
	
Internal	Dynamism		
Internal	dynamism	refers	to	how	a	norm	is	interpreted	by	a	given	actor.	A	norm’s	internal	
dynamism	emerges	from	its	competing	meanings,	authentic	realizations,	and	potential	
definitional	conflicts	that	arise	as	norms	are	introduced.	By	observing	an	issue’s	internal	
dynamism,	research	recognizes	that	different	actors	can	hold	different	interpretations	and	that	
the	meaning	of	a	norm	is	likely	to	shift	over	time	(Krook	and	True	2010,	109).	Internal	
dynamism	accepts	that	norms	are	not	static,	and	can	be	influenced	by	local	factors	in	additional	
to	international	elements.	Gaining	an	understanding	of	national	definitions	and	realizations	of	a	
candidate	norm	progresses	knowledge	of	norm	emergence	by	mapping	how	issues	gain	a	
foothold	in	local	contexts.		
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	Localization,	therefore,	is	an	important	component	of	internal	dynamism.	Acharya	(2004,	
241)	describes	localization	as	a	process	through	which	norm	advocates	build	a	congruence	
between	transnational	norms	and	local	beliefs	and	practices;	one	does	not	need	to	
unconditionally	adapt	to	the	other.	Localization	is	likely	to	occur	when	actors	believe	that	
international	norms	will	enhance	their	legitimacy	without	compromising	the	integrity	of	their	
cultural	practices.	The	process	is	even	more	successful	when	new	norms	resonate	with	
historical	domestic	norms	(Acharya	2004,	248,	243).	Additionally,	actors	can	frame	norms	in	a	
manner	that	will	best	appeal	to	their	audiences,	and	do	not	necessarily	have	to	fundamentally	
alter	their	preferences,	demonstrating	that	norms	can	be	realized	in	a	variety	of	ways	(Krook	
and	True	2010,	110).	Localization	contributes	to	a	norm’s	internal	dynamism,	and	an	emerging	
issue’s	relevance	to	local	settings	should	be	considered	to	determine	its	potential	for	adoption.		
Because	internal	displacement	originates	from	different	causes,	internal	dynamics	are	
important	to	consider	across	different	cases.	As	the	definition	of	an	IDP	in	the	Guiding	
Principles	in	not	binding,	the	definition	adopted	or	practiced	by	national	actors	is	a	determining	
factor	in	how	IDP	protection	is	exercised.	In	addition	to	considering	who	constitutes	as	an	IDP,	
the	internal	dynamics	of	IDP	protection	should	observe	how	a	state	views	its	responsibility	
toward	IDPs,	and	how	displacement	and	the	rights	of	IDPs	are	addressed.	How	states	respond	
to	the	non-binding	definition	is	an	integral	part	of	their	internal	dynamics,	and	interpretations	
can	be	assessed	by	observing	the	type	of	national	policy	pursued	by	the	individual	state.		
	
External	Dynamism		
External	dynamism,	on	the	other	hand,	considers	how	the	broader,	relevant	normative	
environment	affects	an	emerging	norm.	Whereas	internal	dynamism	is	crafted	by	domestic	
actors,	external	dynamism	is	fashioned	by	the	norm’s	external	or	international	advocates.	A	
successful	and	well-established	normative	field	allows	actors	to	frame	new	issues	along	
particular	lines,	presenting	such	associations	as	strategic,	not	inevitable	(Krook	and	True	2010,	
111).	Techniques	known	as	framing	and	grafting	help	develop	external	dynamism,	with	which	
actors	can	position	an	emerging	norm	appropriately	in	local	contexts.	Analyzing	the	broader	
network	of	relevant	norms	allows	for	an	understanding	of	how	an	emerging	norm	fits	with	
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other	standards	of	governing	behavior	already	accepted	and	institutionalized	by	states.	
Furthermore,	the	external	dynamics	of	a	norm	are	telling	of	how	an	issue	is	rhetorically	
designed	to	resonate	with	states	throughout	the	system.		
Framing	allows	norm	entrepreneurs	to	highlight	and	create	issues	by	“using	language	that	
names,	interprets,	and	dramatizes	them”	(Acharya	2004,	243).	Therefore,	advocates	can	align	
the	issue	with	current	political	and	social	atmospheres.	Norm	entrepreneurs	and	their	
platforms	also	have	a	greater	chance	for	success	when	there	exists	a	favorable	norm	pool	with	
which	to	associate	an	emerging	norm	(Carpenter	2007,	100;	Price	1998,	617;	Bailey	2008,	290).		
This	process,	known	as	grafting,	broadens	the	prospects	for	success	because	norm	
entrepreneurs	can	position	a	new	issue	within	an	accepted	field	in	hopes	of	gaining	acceptance	
for	the	candidate	norm	(Acharya	2004,	244;	Carpenter	2007,	103;	Price	1998,	630).	Carpenter	
(2007,	111),	however,	disputes	the	technique’s	effectiveness	by	demonstrating	that	grafting	
alone	does	little	to	explain	the	initial	decision	to	adopt	a	norm.	Acharya	(2004,	244)	recognizes	
that	framing	and	grafting	are	performed	by	external	actors,	and	thus	while	they	cannot	alone	
explain	a	state	actor’s	decision	to	accept	a	norm,	the	processes	can	influence	an	issue’s	
perception	at	the	national	level.	Therefore,	analyzing	external	in	addition	to	internal	dynamics	
is	necessary	to	gain	a	comprehensive	understanding	of	how	an	issue’s	larger	atmosphere	
affects	its	prospects	for	widespread	acceptance.			
The	external	dynamics	of	IDP	protection	relate	to	other	norms	of	sovereignty	and	human	
rights,	particularly	the	responsibility	to	protect	(R2P).	The	R2P	doctrine	largely	developed	from	
efforts	to	create	a	system	protecting	IDPs	in	civil	conflicts,	thus	the	two	have	been	linked	from	
the	outset	(Cohen	2010,	15).	As	the	former	Representative	of	the	Secretary-General	on	IDPs	
and	a	leading	advocate	for	a	new	conception	of	sovereignty	as	a	responsibility,	Francis	M.	Deng	
simultaneously	promoted	both	R2P	and	IDP	protection	(Cohen	2010,	20;	Deng	2001,	144).	
Deng’s	particular	position	granted	him	the	ability	to	endorse	the	issues	at	both	the	
international	and	national	levels,	creating	a	general	normative	environment	based	on	a	
common	notion	of	sovereignty	as	responsibility.	His	multitude	of	country	visits	throughout	the	
1990s	as	a	UN	representative	raised	national	awareness	of	IDP	protection,	empowered	local	
and	national	actors,	and	stimulated	improvements	in	conditions	for	IDPs	(Weiss	1999,	367).	
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Thus,	from	their	origins,	R2P	and	IDP	protection	were	promoted	in	tandem	and	the	success	of	
R2P	as	an	accepted	norm	has	helped	create	a	specific	external	dynamic	for	IDP	protection1.	
However,	association	with	R2P	will	not	be	the	only	context	through	which	I	observe	potential	
grafting,	because	internal	displacement	has	different	origins	and	trajectories	in	different	
countries.	In	the	Philippines,	internal	displacement	is	largely	caused	by	natural	disasters,	so	a	
broader	field	of	environmental	norms	will	be	considered	in	external	dynamics.		
Norm	emergence	is	a	complex	process.	While	a	new	norm	can	be	championed	by	a	single	
entrepreneur	or	agency,	the	message	must	resonate	with	actors	at	all	levels	of	governance	in	
order	to	be	properly	and	successfully	practiced.	Therefore,	the	interplay	of	the	global	and	local	
contexts	is	fundamental	to	understanding	norm	emergence.	As	only	twenty-eight	countries	
have	adopted	any	kind	of	national	instrument	to	protect	IDPs—and	even	fewer	have	
comprehensive	policies—IDP	protection	has	not	yet	reached	a	tipping	point	and	remains	in	the	
emergence	stage	(Brookings-LSE	Project	on	Internal	Displacement).	Krook	and	True’s	(2010)	
framework	of	internal	and	external	dynamism,	therefore,	provides	an	outlet	to	improve	
understanding	of	why	IDP	protection	has	remained	stunted	in	national	legislation	and	can	
suggest	the	norm’s	prospects	for	success.	In	the	next	section,	I	will	discuss	how	conducting	a	
discursive	analysis	on	the	case	of	the	Philippines	is	appropriate	for	understanding	IDP	
protection	as	an	emerging	norm.			
	
Methodology:	A	Discursive	Approach	to	Norm	Emergence	
The	previous	section	detailed	a	framework	of	internal	and	external	dynamics	to	assess	
an	emerging	norm’s	development	and	environment.	In	order	to	analyze	these	dynamics	and	
measure	normative	effects,	my	research	will	engage	discourse	analysis	within	a	case	study.	
Selecting	a	case	study	provides	a	frame	for	the	research	and	discourse	analysis,	additionally,	
will	allow	for	a	thorough	assessment	of	the	rhetorical	and	practical	mechanisms	used	to	shape	
IDP	protection	in	national	and	international	contexts.	In	this	section,	I	discuss	the	significance	of	
employing	discourse	analysis	and	outline	my	case	study	and	text	selections.		
																																																								
1	Cohen	(2010)	explains	how	R2P	in	practice	has	not	assisted	acceptance	or	implementation	of	IDP	protection,	yet	
the	scope	of	this	research	focuses	on	norm	emergence,	thus	the	normative	environment	created	by	the	R2P	
doctrine	is	the	more	important	consideration.		
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	 Discourse	comprises	not	only	of	language,	but	also	of	representations	that	are	
continuously	reaffirmed	through	statements	and	practices.	Such	representations	eventually	
become	institutionalized	and	normalized	into	language,	constructing	a	societal	discourse	
(Neumann	2009,	610).	Analyzing	a	constructed	or	budding	discourse	reveals	an	actor’s	
interpretation	of	a	particular	facet	of	society,	including	social	agents,	practices,	or	events	
(Fairclough	2003,	129).	A	discursive	method	is	fitting	for	this	study,	because	observation	of	
rhetoric,	representation,	and	interpretation	are	foundational	elements	of	both	the	theoretical	
framework	and	methodological	technique.	As	aforementioned,	assessing	the	internal	and	
external	dynamics	of	a	given	norm	impacts	the	analysis	of	a	norm’s	prospects	within	a	cultural,	
national,	or	international	context.	Discourse	analysis	complements	these	dynamics,	as	the	
method	observes	how	different	actors	represent	or	define	social	agents	and	events	(Fairclough	
2003,	127).	Analyzing	IDP	protection	as	a	norm	necessitates	attention	to	both	national	and	
international	representation	of	IDPs	and	governmental	responsibility,	and	discourse	analysis	
can	unveil	these	portrayals.	As	the	circumstances	of	internal	displacement	vary	among	cases,	
analyzing	an	actor’s	perspective	of	the	responsibility	to	respond	to	internal	displacement	can	
provide	insight	on	how	IDP	protection	can	become	embedded	into	different	societies.	The	
discourse	crafted	by	international	actors	additionally	can	significantly	impact	the	academic	
community’s	grasp	on	how	IDP	protection	is	progressing	toward	universal	institutionalization.	
The	roles	and	responsibilities	of	UN	and	national	actors	differ,	creating	the	potential	for	
competing	discourses.	Recognizing	these	potential	discrepancies	in	representation	yields	a	
more	thorough	analysis,	because	understanding	competing	discourses	can	contribute	a	more	
omniscient	picture	of	the	truth	(Neumann	2009,	66).	Therefore,	a	discursive	analysis	
appropriately	supplements	Krook	and	True’s	(2010)	framework	of	internal	and	external	
dynamism.	Discourse	analysis	complements	the	understanding	of	norm	emergence	as	a	
continuous	process	and	can	facilitate	an	understanding	of	the	issue’s	shaping	and	evolution	
throughout	the	initial	stage	of	norm	diffusion.		
Applying	this	theoretical	framework	and	discursive	methodology	to	a	particular	case	
study	frames	the	research	and	allows	an	understanding	of	the	normative	impact	in	practice.	
The	Philippines	serves	as	an	appropriate	case	for	analysis.	Vulnerable	to	recurring	natural	
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disaster	and	chronic	armed	conflict,	the	Philippines	presents	a	pressing	need	for	comprehensive	
IDP	protection	law.	The	government	has	not	yet	formally	adopted	a	legal	protection	
instrument,	but	a	comprehensive	law	has	been	under	discussion	for	several	years,	and	media	
coverage	of	the	process	has	allowed	the	general	public	to	become	familiar	with	the	stipulations	
of	the	Guiding	Principles.	Therefore,	the	representation	of	IDPs	and	their	protection	has	trickled	
throughout	Filipino	society,	engaging	more	actors	in	the	conversation.	Although	the	
Congressional	bill	has	yet	to	be	signed	into	law,	its	passage	would	be	the	first	comprehensive	
legislation	in	the	Asia-Pacific	region,	marking	a	turning	point	in	institutionalizing	IDP	protection	
(Tan	2013).			
In	late	2013,	Super	Typhoon	Yolanda	displaced	4	million	people	in	the	Philippines,	and	
another	120,000	were	displaced	by	armed	conflict	in	Zamboanga	City	(IDMC	Summary:	
Philippines:	Internal	Displacement	in	Brief).	Earlier	that	year,	the	President	vetoed	Congress’	bill	
on	IDP	protection,	making	the	aftermath	of	these	events	a	particularly	testing	time	for	state	
response	and	the	overall	discourse(s)	on	IDP	protection.	The	government	and	international	
humanitarian	actors	demonstrated	rapid	response	to	these	emergencies,	but	waning	assistance	
has	prolonged	displacement,	necessitating	a	closer	look	(IDMC	2015).	Narrowing	the	study	to	
include	these	events	of	2013	and	their	aftermath	accounts	for	recent	constructions	of	the	
issue’s	dynamics	while	still	accounting	for	more	long-term	effects	of	state	response.			
A	complete	analysis	of	the	internal	and	external	dynamics	requires	texts	from	both	the	
national	and	international	levels.	In	order	to	establish	the	existence	of	competing	discourses,	
texts	are	not	simply	observed	as	“domestic”	or	“international”	publications,	rather,	are	critically	
examined	to	understand	the	use	of	language	and	the	positioning	of	IDPs	in	relation	to	the	state.	
Considering	how	actors	define	and	view	policy,	regardless	of	analytical	level,	identifies	which	
actors	and	components	comprise	a	particular	discourse.	Thus,	for	text	selection,	I	chose	not	
only	state	and	UN	documents,	but	also	texts	from	non-governmental	organizations	and	the	
media.	The	texts	discuss	the	consequences	of	the	typhoon	and	city	siege,	national	and	
international	responses	to	these	crises,	and	the	presidential	veto	of	the	congressional	bill.	
Observing	a	wide	selection	of	statements	will	enable	my	research	to	grasp	the	interpretations	
	 	 s1684620	
	 13	
and	representations	of	IDPs	and	governmental	protection,	and	understand	how	the	discursive	
environment	affects	the	prospects	for	normative	success.		
In	capturing	both	internal	and	external	dynamism	for	this	case	study,	I	observe	how	IDP	
protection	is	continuously	shaped	and	reshaped	throughout	its	normative	emergence.	
Situations	of	internal	displacement	and	the	protection	status	of	IDPs	can	be	viewed	differently	
from	the	government	and	from	within	IDP	communities,	allowing	the	possibility	of	competing	
discourses	and	active	dynamics.	To	assess	the	internal	dynamism,	I	analyze	how	IDP	protection	
is	viewed	according	to	the	state	government,	local	officials,	and	leaders	of	IDP	communities.	For	
external	dynamism,	I	observe	how	external	actors	have	crafted	the	larger	environment	of	IDP	
protection	and	how	relevant,	established	norms	in	the	Philippines	have	and	can	further	develop	
the	normative	atmosphere.	This	model	of	analysis	will	facilitate	a	recognition	of	how	normative	
environments	can	predict	the	potential	of	success	and	better	grasp	the	elements	that	
contribute	to	the	acceptance	of	international	norms	in	domestic	settings.		
	
Analysis	
The	discourse	analysis	yields	an	understanding	of	the	normative	environment	of	IDP	
protection	in	the	Philippines.	Through	use	of	Krook	and	True’s	(2010)	internal	and	external	
dynamism	framework,	the	analysis	clearly	presents	how	domestic	and	international	factors	
comprise	the	current	system	of	protection	and	suggests	the	prospects	of	future	success	for	IDP	
protection	in	the	Philippines.	The	texts	under	analysis	originate	from	and	discuss	the	aftermath	
of	Typhoon	Yolanda	and	the	Zamboanga	City	siege,	both	of	which	occurred	in	late	2013.	As	
displacement	from	these	events	is	ongoing,	it	is	significant	to	understand	how	the	actions	of	
the	government	and	international	community	have	affected	the	duration	and	conditions	of	
displacement.	In	this	section,	I	discuss	the	results	of	the	discourse	analysis	and	present	the	
internal	and	external	dynamics	of	IDP	protection	in	the	Philippines.	The	analyzed	texts	present	
IDP	protection	as	an	issue	of	ongoing	contention,	but	also	display	potential	for	moving	towards	
institutionalization.		
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Internal	Dynamism	
An	issue’s	internal	dynamism	is	largely	determined	by	its	definition,	interpretation,	and	
presentation.	Krook	and	True	(2010,	109)	express	that	internal	dynamism	emerges	from	
competing	meanings	of	an	issue,	allowing	a	degree	of	flexibility	in	understanding	the	issue.	
Flexibility	can	allow	for	innovation,	but	can	also	present	challenges	for	defining	and	
institutionalizing	the	norm	(Krook	and	True	2010,	110).	Discursive	analysis	of	the	Filipino	
government’s	representation	of	IDPs	and	their	protection	reveals	that	competition	over	the	
issue	is	ongoing;	the	state	lacks	a	legal	definition	of	an	IDP	that	would	promote	consistency,	and	
different	actors	present	different	interpretations	of	responsibility.		Furthermore,	comparing	the	
government’s	rhetoric	with	that	of	IDP	communities	and	their	advocates	reveals	another	layer	
of	discursive	competition	arising	from	within	the	Philippines.	In	sum,	the	internal	dynamism	in	
this	case	presents	a	contested	national	atmosphere	surrounding	the	issue	and	lays	challenges	
for	accepting	IDP	protection	as	a	domestic	norm.		
A	primary	component	of	crafting	an	issue’s	internal	dynamism	is	determining	its	
definition.	Aligning	with	the	Guiding	Principles,	the	pending	Filipino	legislation	defines	an	IDP	as	
“any	individual	who	has	suffered	harm	as	a	direct	result	of	internal	displacement,	whether	
arbitrary	or	not”	(Congress	of	the	Philippines	2013).	This	definition	would	provide	complete	
protection	for	IDPs,	but	current	practices	do	not	mirror	such	inclusivity.	In	the	absence	of	an	
institutionalized	definition,	government	practices	tend	to	treat	only	those	with	formal	land	
ownership	documents	as	legitimate	IDPs.	In	response	to	the	Zamboanga	City	displacement,	the	
government	conducted	a	study	in	evacuation	centers	and	found	only	half	of	those	taking	refuge	
in	the	centers	to	be	truly	displaced	by	the	conflict,	while	the	others	were	seeking	to	“receive	
free	humanitarian	assistance”	(Kok	2014;	MindaNews	2014).	However,	when	the	UNHCR	
conducted	the	same	research,	representatives	found	that	only	90	of	the	4,523	families	in	the	
camps	originated	from	outside	the	conflict-affected	area,	as	compared	to	half	of	the	families	
measured	by	the	Filipino	government	(Kok	2014).	These	discrepancies	result	from	the	
government’s	view	of	IDPs	as	those	with	formal	housing	rights,	however,	most	of	the	IDPs	do	
not	have	such	documentation.	Excluded	from	official	protection,	the	“informal	settlers”	are	
consequently	forced	to	relocate	to	far-away	sites	with	few	opportunities	to	reestablish	
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livelihoods	(Kok	2014).	The	rhetoric	used	portrays	a	narrow	view	of	IDPs	that	entitles	the	state	
to	selective	protection,	but	upon	adoption	of	the	Congressional	bill,	the	state	will	be	obliged	to	
recognize	a	more	inclusive	definition.	The	executive	and	legislative	branches	show	differing	
definitions	and	understandings	of	who	counts	as	an	IDP,	creating	an	initial	sense	of	tension	for	
internal	dynamics.		
Another	contributing	factor	to	internal	dynamism	is	how	an	actor	interprets	and	
materializes	his	responsibilities	in	post-emergency	reconstruction.	Response	to	internal	
displacement	can	take	multiple	forms,	but	primarily	embodies	either	a	top-down,	state-led	
approach	or	a	bottom-up,	community-driven	strategy.	Though	still	awaiting	the	adoption	of	this	
statute,	the	Philippine	government	is	expected	to	play	a	role	in	responding	to	emergencies	
within	the	state’s	borders.	The	executive	government’s	actions	and	the	president’s	rhetoric	
show	a	preference	for	addressing	internal	displacement	through	a	top-down	approach.	The	
“building	back	better”	policy,	adopted	by	the	Department	of	the	Interior,	allocates	national	
resources	to	rebuilding	infrastructure	(Dalangin-Fernandez	and	Abano	2014).	The	approach	is	
contested	by	other	actors,	as	will	soon	be	discussed,	but	the	executive	branch’s	focus	on	large-
scale	recovery	is	an	effort	to	minimize	and	prevent	potential	destruction	for	future	disasters.	In	
an	address	at	the	Climate	Vulnerable	Forum,	President	Aquino	expressed	the	urgency	of	this	
strategy,	as	he	described	how	moving	communities	away	from	hazardous	regions	is	a	primary	
aim	of	“building	back	better,”	and	the	increasing	challenges	posed	by	climate	change	make	
sustainable	infrastructure	more	difficult,	yet	more	crucial	(Aquino	2015a).	This	speech,	along	
with	others,	will	be	developed	upon	in	external	dynamics,	but	Aquino’s	rhetoric	here	shows	a	
president	committed	to	tackling	internal	displacement	by	mitigating	the	effects	of	climate	
change.	The	top-down	approach	is	still	prioritized,	but	the	speech	portrays	Aquino	as	
concerned	for	his	people.	His	language	contributes	to	the	internal	dynamics	and	discourse	on	
IDP	protection	by	claiming	that	responding	to	emergencies	is	a	concern	of	the	government,	but	
suggesting	that	the	overarching	goal	and	responsibility	of	his	administration	is	to	prevent	future	
displacement-inducing	disasters	rather	than	alleviating	current	hardships.		
	Despite	Aquino’s	concern	for	preventing	environmental	disasters,	the	executive’s	
response	to	internal	displacement	after	Typhoon	Yolanda	and	the	Zamboanga	City	siege	was	
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questionable.	Official	releases	on	the	“building	back	better”	strategy	claim	a	commitment	to	
constructing	more	durable,	resilient	infrastructure	and	promoting	economic	recovery	and	local	
empowerment	(Republic	of	the	Philippines	Official	Gazette	2015).	The	commitment	was	
supported	in	his	address	to	the	Climate	Vulnerable	Forum,	as	Aquino	discussed	the	need	to	
move	communities	away	from	hazardous	areas.	However,	slow	implementation	and	
bureaucratic	hurdles	suggest	a	mismatch	between	rhetoric	and	practice.	Despite	its	rapid	
adoption	after	Typhoon	Yolanda,	“building	back	better”	initiatives	did	not	begin	for	five	months	
(Kok	2014).		The	designation	of	“no	build”	zones—areas	protected	by	law	against	
construction—has	also	slowed	the	process	of	resettlement.	The	government	cites	an	
environmental	protection	law	as	designating	the	“no	build”	zones,	but	the	agency	in	charge	of	
implementing	the	law	denies	that	many	of	these	areas	are	actually	included	in	the	protected	
land	(Kok	2014;	Yap	2014).	Many	IDPs	originate	from	“no	build”	areas,	but	are	prevented	from	
returning	to	rebuild	their	homes.	Consequently,	they	must	remain	in	the	camps	with	little	
resettlement	assistance.	The	“building	back	better”	policy	is	intended	to	address	resettlement,	
but	livelihood	projects	have	not	been	enacted	with	the	same	urgency	as	have	those	of	public	
infrastructure	(Dalangin-Fernandez	and	Abano	2014).	While	the	government	technically	
demonstrates	a	commitment	to	resettlement,	its	actions	seem	to	intentionally	limit	its	
responsibilities.	The	disparity	of	Aquino’s	rhetorical	imagery	and	the	reality	of	response	
prevents	the	formation	of	an	internal	dynamism	that	is	conducive	to	accepting	IDP	protection	
as	a	behavioral	standard.	Inconsistencies	with	the	executive’s	rhetoric	and	practice	expose	
flaws	in	the	national	discourse	which	is	further	challenged	by	rhetorical	competition	from	the	
legislative	branch	and	Congressional	representatives.		
Whereas	the	executive	pursues	a	top-down	response	to	internal	displacement,	many	
other	actors	have	crafted	a	discourse	criticizing	the	administration’s	lackluster	recovery	efforts,	
and	have	proposed	an	alternative	method.	Guiding	Principle	22	(UNHCR	1998,	12)	supports	the	
rights	of	IDPs	to	partake	in	community	affairs	and	seek	employment	and	economic	activity,	an	
objective	pursued	by	local	Filipino	actors.	In	support	of	these	rights,	Congressional	and	local	
officials	advocate	for	empowering	communities	to	initiate	and	structure	their	own	recovery.	
Section	9	of	the	2013	Filipino	Congressional	bill	would	place	emphasis	on	a	displaced	person’s	
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right	to	participate	in	governmental	and	public	affairs,	including	those	pertaining	to	their	
community	(Congress	of	the	Philippines	2013).	The	bill’s	preference	for	local	initiatives	is	
supported	by	the	rhetoric	of	various	representatives	in	relation	to	specific	cases	of	internal	
displacement.	In	the	aftermath	of	Typhoon	Yolanda,	Congressman	Martin	Romualdez	stressed	
the	importance	of	empowering	local	officials	because	they	are	better	acquainted	with	the	
situation	on	the	ground.	The	national	government	should	enable	local	authorities	to	lead	
community	recovery,	Romualdez	claimed,	with	national	officials	providing	supervision	(Barcelo	
2014).	Senator	Bongbong	Marcos	also	promoted	national	empowerment	of	local	actors,	and	
criticized	both	the	Aquino	administration	and	international	relief	assistance	for	slow	
distribution	of	aid	after	Typhoon	Yolanda.	Citing	individual	testimonies,	Marcos	claimed	“many	
typhoon	victims	continue	to	complain	that	they	haven’t	felt	and	seen	the	aid”	(Barcelo	2014).	
Congressman	Luz	Ilagan	condemned	the	government’s	actions	as	“another	disaster,”	as	seen	
with	examples	such	as	the	distribution	of	rotten	relief	goods	to	IDPs	after	Typhoon	Yolanda	
(Dalangin-Fernandez	and	Abano	2014).	In	the	wake	of	the	Zamboanga	City	siege,	Congressman	
Carlos	Zarate	claimed	the	Department	of	Social	Welfare	and	Developments	(DSWD)	needed	to	
take	responsibility	for	“the	appalling	humanitarian	condition”	in	Zamboanga	camps,	and	that	
“the	Aquino	administration	should	reassess	its	priorities”	by	increasing	attention	to	social	
services	and	housing	resettlement	(Cabacungan	2014).		The	language	of	these	Congressman,	
among	others,	forms	a	discourse	not	only	supporting	local	initiative,	but	also	criticizing	the	
inadequate	work	of	the	executive	branch.	Along	these	lines,	the	state	government	is	also	
portrayed	as	placing	its	citizens	in	situations	of	ongoing	peril.	Aspects	of	both	actors’	identities	
are	revealed	through	this	rhetoric,	as	Congress	is	painted	as	a	responsible	agency	that	cares	for	
its	constituents	without	discrimination,	while	the	executive	is	depicted	as	lacking	concern	for	
the	general	welfare	of	its	citizens.	Considering	Congressional	language	unveils	that	the	
interpretations	and	realizations	of	IDP	protection	by	various	actors	is	another	contested	aspect	
of	the	internal	dynamism.	
Local	actors	and	IDPs	themselves	additionally	contribute	to	the	internal	dynamism	of	
IDP	protection	by	portraying	how	the	issue	should	be	viewed	and	how	it	is	practiced.	Therefore,	
these	actors	are	also	important	to	crafting	the	discourse.	According	to	individual	accounts	of	
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those	displaced	by	the	Zamboanga	City	siege,	government	protection	consists	of	“filthy”	
evacuation	centers,	in	which	many	are	sick	and	suffering	(Jacinto	2014).	The	“squalid	
conditions”	of	Zamboanga	City	refuge	centers	have	fueled	attempts	by	IDPs	to	return	home	to	
their	old	ways	of	life	(Yap	2014).	The	setup	of	evacuation	camps	also	revealed	that	many	have	
been	living	in	the	centers	for	years,	displaced	by	previous	emergencies	(Barcelo	2014).	A	similar	
image	is	seen	in	the	aftermath	of	Typhoon	Yolanda.	Even	a	year	after	the	disaster,	there	existed	
no	“clear	people-centered	rehabilitation	plan,”	and	“tens	of	thousands	still	living	in	tents	and	
bunkhouses,	(with)	no	substantial	economic	activity	and	sustainable	jobs,”	said	Gerry	Arances	
of	the	Philippine	Movement	for	Climate	Justice	(Dalangin-Fernandez	and	Abano	2014).	In	
implementing	durable	solutions,	Arances	said	“what	the	government	has	done	is	add	more	
insult	to	injury	for	our	kababayan	(countrymen)	who	have	suffered	the	wrath	of	Yolanda	and	
are	continuously	suffering	the	ineptness	of	this	government”	(Dalangin-Fernandez	and	Abano	
2014).	The	Catholic	Church	has	plead	to	the	government	to	help	IDPs,	claiming	the	
administration	“ha(s)	responsibilities	of	helping	during	emergency	situations”	(Barcelo	2014).	
Such	rhetoric	contrasts	a	devastated	civilian	population	against	the	absent	executive	
government.		The	language	used	by	both	Congressmen	and	local	IDP	advocates	presents	active	
internal	dynamism,	filled	with	contention.	The	image	of	resettlement,	consequently,	remains	
bleak	as	IDPs	have	been	forced	into	prolonged	displacement	with	grossly	inadequate	assistance	
to	restore	their	livelihoods.		Dissatisfaction	with	protection,	then,	has	become	central	to	the	
discourse	emerging	against	the	central	administration.	Still,	the	presence	of	IDP	protection	on	
political	agendas	is	promising	for	its	future	institutionalization.		
There	exists	another	layer	to	the	interpretation	of	responsibility	and	materialization	of	
protection	that	comprise	the	issue’s	internal	dynamics.	Civil	society	actors	also	play	a	role,	and	
a	particular	domestic	institution	presented	a	challenge	to	the	community-driven	approach.	The	
Commission	on	Human	Rights	(CHR)—an	independent	consulting	agency	created	by	the	
Philippine	Constitution—criticized	the	efforts	of	local	actors	in	Zamboanga	City.	The	CHR	
claimed	the	city’s	officials	did	not	handle	the	local	situation	in	compliance	with	domestic	and	
international	laws.	The	city’s	mayor,	in	response,	criticized	the	“generic”	statements	issued	by	
the	CHR,	saying	the	agency	lacked	an	understanding	of	Zamboanga’s	“unique	situation”	(Alipala	
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2014).	The	CHR	upheld	its	claim,	responding	that	local	efforts	did	not	address	durable	and	
“culturally	sensitive”	solutions	(Alipala	2014).	Whereas	previously	mentioned	language	exhibits	
Congressional	and	local	actors	as	advocates	for	IDP	communities,	this	exchange	reveals	that	
challenges	exist	even	among	local	officials.	This	account	unveils	yet	another	layer	in	the	
country’s	internal	dynamism,	displaying	the	vibrant	debate	between	and	amongst	government	
actors,	issue	advocates,	and	IDPs	themselves.		
As	a	whole,	the	Philippines	displays	an	active	internal	dynamism	on	IDP	protection.	The	
definition	of	an	IDP	and	interpretation	of	responsibilities	varies	amongst	actors,	welcoming	
competing	discourses.	Without	comprehensive	protection	legislation,	the	executive	is	likely	to	
be	continuously	portrayed	as	an	unwilling	or	incompetent	actor	in	the	course	of	the	norm’s	
emergence.	The	Philippines	is	positioned	as	a	potential	game-changer	in	institutionalizing	
thorough	IDP	protection	across	the	Asia-Pacific	region	and	the	wider	interstate	system,	but	the	
administration’s	image	does	not	bode	well	for	the	ascent	of	IDP	protection	as	a	global	norm.	
The	internal	dynamism,	while	not	yet	fully	situated	to	accept	the	issue	as	a	domestic	norm,	is	
still	dynamic	and	thus	promising	for	progress.	Ongoing	debate	over	definitions	and	
responsibilities	shows	hope	for	molding	the	national	atmosphere	towards	eventually	accepting	
IDP	protection	as	a	standard	of	governing	behavior.		
	
External	Dynamism		
Whereas	a	norm’s	internal	dynamism	assesses	its	domestic	features,	its	external	
dynamism	arises	from	the	broader	normative	environment.	Krook	and	True	(2010,	111)	see	
significance	in	observing	how	norms	are	developed	and	situated	within	the	larger	field	of	
existing	norms	to	determine	the	course	of	a	candidate	norm.	By	examining	an	emerging	norm’s	
initial	development	and	its	association	with	pre-established	norms—the	grafting	process—
research	can	better	understand	how	the	new	issue	can	gain	a	foothold	in	international	and	
national	societies	(Krook	and	True	2010,	111).	This	analysis	of	the	external	dynamism	of	IDP	
protection	examines	how	the	issue	developed	and	evolved	internationally	and	observes	the	
other	norms	with	which	it	is	associated,	particularly	norms	of	sovereignty	as	responsibility	and	
of	environmental	protection.		
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Normative	Development	and	Evolution	
From	its	origins,	IDP	protection	has	been	framed	as	an	issue	of	sovereignty	as	
responsibility.	In	the	late	1990s	and	early	2000s,	Francis	M.	Deng	asserted	much	initial	advocacy	
for	IDP	protection	and	raised	awareness	of	the	civil	conflicts	that	claimed	a	majority	of	the	
victims	at	the	time	(Deng	2001,	142).	However,	as	the	21st	century	continued,	international	
actors	have	started	to	recognize	the	wider	roots	of	displacement-inducing	emergencies,	and	
have	thus	pressed	for	comprehensive	action	to	allow	for	protection	of	IDPs	without	
discrimination.	While	the	understanding	of	internal	displacement	has	expanded,	the	primary	
role	of	state	authorities	has	remained	consistent.	Displacement-inducing	emergencies	incur	
destructive	harm,	but	state	action	can	either	alleviate	or	prolong	the	consequences	of	
displacement.	Thus,	IDP	protection	is	viewed	as	a	human	rights	concern,	but	more	importantly	
as	a	responsibility	of	state	actors	to	address	and	prevent	such	damages.		
The	United	Nations	plays	a	supporting	role	to	state	authorities	in	IDP	protection,	thus	
has	dedicated	its	voice	to	promoting	national	legislation	with	UN	support.	From	the	outset,	the	
Guiding	Principles	were	viewed	as	a	tool	for	cooperation	between	the	international	and	
national	communities.	Francis	M.	Deng	supported	that	a	non-binding	status	would	ensure	the	
Guiding	Principles	to	be	seen	“not	as	threatening,”	but	“as	guidelines,”	allowing	the	UN	to	
position	itself	as	an	enabler	of	collaboration	to	enact	positive	change	(Brookings	Institution	
2013).	The	global	normative	environment	and	the	UN’s	role	is	founded	upon	providing	support	
for	national	actors	in	drafting	and	implementing	IDP	protection.	The	stipulations	of	the	Guiding	
Principles	and	the	language	used	to	describe	the	document,	therefore,	began	to	craft	a	
discourse	that	portrays	them	as	both	proponents	of	individual	rights	and	supporters	of	national	
actors.		
The	Guiding	Principles	recognizes	that	internal	displacement	is	a	broad	phenomenon	
that	can	originate	from	multiple	causes	and	affect	a	myriad	of	people.	The	first	Guiding	
Principle	(1998,	5)	asserts	that	IDPs	“shall	enjoy,	in	full	equality,	the	same	rights	and	freedoms	
under	international	and	domestic	law	as	do	other	persons	in	their	country.”	State	governments,	
then,	are	expected	to	treat	IDPs	as	equal	to	the	other	citizens	under	the	law.	Acknowledging	
that	IDPs	are	citizens	allows	the	UN	to	frame	IDP	protection	as	a	fundamental	responsibility	of	
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state	governments.	In	accordance,	the	UN	consistently	emphasizes	that	comprehensive	
legislation	with	an	inclusive	definition	of	an	IDP	is	necessary	to	provide	complete	protection.	
When	the	Philippines	was	on	the	verge	of	such	reform	in	2013,	the	UNHCR	applauded	the	bill	
and	praised	it	as	“a	milestone	for	the	protection	of	internally	displaced	persons	in	the	
Philippines,”	as	well	as	recognizing	it	as	“the	first	country	in	the	Asia-Pacific	region	to	have	
comprehensive	legislation”	(Tan	2013).	Drafting	and	adopting	such	legislation	is	necessary	to	
ensure	that	all	IDPs	are	legally	entitled	to	their	rights	as	citizens.	Internal	displacement	can	be	
forced	or	random,	but	regardless	of	the	displacement’s	cause,	IDP	protection	is	framed	as	a	
responsibility	of	the	state	to	protect	and	provide	for	all	its	people.	The	original	spirit	of	the	
Guiding	Principles	remains	present	in	current	UN	and	international	rhetoric,	painting	IDP	
protection	as	a	state	responsibility	and	comprehensive	legislation	as	the	appropriate	
prescription.		
Although	neither	the	UN	nor	other	international	actors	have	jurisdiction	to	override	
national	responses,	their	rhetoric	serves	as	influence	on	state	actors	to	align	with	the	Guiding	
Principles.	In	his	2015	visit	to	the	Philippines,	the	UN	Special	Rapporteur	on	the	Human	Rights	
of	IDPs,	Dr.	Chaloka	Beyani,	stressed	that	the	state’s	“’almost	law’	is	as	good	as	no	law	at	all,”	
especially	because	the	state	is	so	prone	to	natural	disaster	and	armed	conflict	(UNHRC	2015).	
Pressing	the	Aquino	administration	to	formally	adopt	the	Congressional	bill,	Beyani	said	that	
the	absence	of	adequate	legislation	following	a	ten-year	debate	“sends	a	wrong	signal	about	
the	government’s	commitment	to	ensuring	respect	for	their	(IDP)	rights”	(UNHRC	2015).	The	
original	drafting	of	IDP	protection	as	a	potential	norm,	and	current	UN	rhetoric	on	the	issue	
have	continuously	reinforced	a	discourse	framing	IDP	protection	as	an	integral	component	of	
state	legitimacy	in	the	modern	age.			
Other	international	organizations	support	the	discourse	that	IDP	protection	is	a	
sovereignty-related	norm.	“Too	often,”	claims	Human	Rights	Watch,	“the	government	talks	the	
talk	while	neglecting	them	(IDPs)—or	worse”	(Conde	2015).	In	Zamboanga	City,	for	example,	
Human	Rights	Watch	claimed	that	the	continued	failure	of	central	and	local	authorities	to	
provide	properly	serviced	facilities	would	force	UN	officials	to	conclude	that	the	government	is	
“all	talk	and	no	walk”	when	it	comes	to	IDP	protection	(Conde	2015).	Additionally,	international	
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aid	organizations	draw	attention	to	the	holes	left	by	lax	government	response.	International	
organizations,	like	Oxfam,	demonstrate	that	through	providing	services	like	education	and	
health	care,	international	aid	workers	seek	to	ignite	community	empowerment	and	act	as	
“instigators	of	ideas	rather	than	first	implementers”	(Ford	2014).	This	particular	message	was	
utilized	in	Typhoon	Yolanda	recovery,	showing	that	while	the	government	was	preoccupied	
with	large-scale	reconstruction,	international	groups	addressed	grassroots	problems.	The	
original	normative	environment	discussed	above	sees	IDP	protection	as	primarily	the	
responsibility	of	governments,	but	it	also	supports	broad	action	targeting	infrastructure	
recovery	as	well	as	renewed	livelihood	projects.	Guiding	Principle	22	promotes	engaging	IDPs	in	
community	and	economic	affairs	as	part	of	rebuilding	the	local	environment	(UNHCR	1998,	12),	
and	the	actions	of	organizations	like	Oxfam	show	support	for	this	strategy.	Additionally,	former	
United	States	President	Bill	Clinton,	acting	as	a	special	UN	envoy	for	the	2004	Indian	Ocean	
tsunami	recovery,	endorsed	the	grassroots	strategy,	specifically	emphasizing	that	
“governments,	donors,	and	aid	agencies	must	recognize	that	families	and	communities	drive	
their	own	recovery”	(Ford	2014).	Numerous	international	actors	display	support	for	using	
national	resources	to	empower	local	actors,	further	developing	the	dynamics	and	logistics	of	
IDP	protection’s	normative	environment.		
The	origins	of	IDP	protection	as	an	emerging	norm	present	it	as	an	issue	of	national	
responsibility.	Over	time,	however,	the	UN	and	international	actors	have	expanded	the	
understanding	of	what	constitutes	as	internal	displacement,	and	the	strategies	through	which	
to	implement	protection.	Widespread	consensus	on	the	issue’s	framing	strengthens	the	
external	dynamism	of	IDP	protection.	The	birth	and	development	of	the	issue	as	a	potential	
international	norm	have	displayed	a	consistent	understanding	of	what	constitutes	as	
acceptable	protection	and	the	roles	of	various	actors	in	implementing	protection.	In	order	to	
progress	the	normative	course,	as	the	issue	becomes	introduced	into	national	societies,	the	
environment	created	by	international	actors	can	be	tailored	to	fit	pre-existing	norms	and	
interests	of	the	state	in	question.		
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Grafting	the	Issue		
As	IDP	protection	was	formed	along	the	lines	of	sovereignty	as	responsibility,	in	its	
broader	environment,	IDP	protection	is	associated	with	the	R2P	doctrine.	Additionally,	it	is	
acknowledged	alongside	norms	of	environmental	protection	in	the	Philippines,	a	country	
severely	affected	by	climate	change	related	disasters.		
As	discussed	in	the	review	of	literature,	IDP	protection	and	the	R2P	doctrine	were	
promoted	in	tandem	in	their	early	days.	Although	modern	R2P	does	not	cover	all	types	of	
internal	displacement,	the	two	concepts	are	inextricably	linked	by	a	common	notion	of	
sovereignty.	By	accepting	and	endorsing	R2P	in	2005,	member	states	of	the	UN	endorsed	the	
reinvigorated	notion	of	sovereignty	as	responsibility.	Relations	between	R2P	and	IDP	
protection,	however,	fall	short	in	practice.	Despite	Francis	M.	Deng’s	dual	promotion	of	the	
issues,	internal	displacement	received	merely	a	brief	mention	in	the	UN	R2P	Resolution	(UN	
General	Assembly	2005,	29).	Additionally,	Cohen	(2010,	23)	discusses	the	challenges	with	
calling	upon	R2P	for	IDP	protection	in	practice,	because	R2P	itself	is	rarely	enacted	by	the	
international	community.	The	grafting	potential	for	the	two	rests	in	encouraging	governments	
to	exercise	their	own	sovereignty	responsibly,	rather	than	through	external	intervention.			
Association	with	R2P	contributed	to	the	original	normative	environment	for	IDP	protection,	but	
grafting	should	also	be	analyzed	alongside	particular	domestic	norms.	As	internal	displacement	
arises	from	various	causes,	and	there	is	no	universal	cure	for	displacement	crises,	it	is	important	
to	contextualize	the	response	and	observe	how	different	states	graft	upon	the	norms	more	
relevant	and	vital	to	their	national	society.	In	the	Philippines,	the	effects	of	climate	change	are	a	
primary	threat	to	survival	and	productivity,	and	as	a	major	cause	of	internal	displacement,	must	
be	considered	in	this	process.	Linking	IDP	protection	with	norms	of	environmental	protection	is	
a	valuable	way	to	embed	the	emerging	norm	with	pre-existing	national	interests.		
The	most	prominent	cause	of	internal	displacement	in	the	Philippines	is	natural	disaster.	
Preventing	mass	displacement,	then,	is	often	addressed	through	efforts	to	mitigate	future	
environmental	catastrophes.	The	“building	back	better”	strategy,	according	to	Beyani,	is	
designed	not	only	to	respond	to	current	situations,	but	to	combat	the	effects	of	future	climate	
change	induced	displacement	(Beyani	2015).	Advocates	for	IDP	protection	call	upon	the	link	
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between	climate	change	and	internal	displacement	as	a	means	to	elicit	governmental	action.	
After	Typhoon	Yolanda,	Climate	Change	Commissioner	Naderev	Sano	organized	a	40-day	
“Climate	Walk”	with	members	of	NGOs	to	chronicle	the	plight	of	environmental	IDPs	as	they	
sought	to	underscore	the	urgency	of	addressing	climate	change	(Dalangin-Fernandez	and	
Abano	2014).	Media	publications,	additionally,	have	acknowledged	the	connection	between	
increasingly	destructive	natural	disasters	and	internal	displacement.	“Among	basic	human	
rights,	the	right	to	life	and	dignity	(are)	intrinsically	tied	to	the	right	to	an	ecologically	and	
humanly	viable	environment,”	writes	the	Manila	Times,	raising	an	idea	discussed	not	only	
within	the	realm	of	international	politics,	but	also	in	domestic	media	circuits	(Tolentino	2014).	
The	connection	between	climate	justice	and	environmental	refugees	is	a	major	concern	in	
addressing	environmental	protection,	and	continued	pressure	on	acknowledging	this	link	
provides	an	outlet	for	promoting	IDP	protection	in	natural	disaster	prone	regions.	The	
destruction	of	Typhoon	Yolanda	merely	forecasts	the	coming	challenges	posed	by	climate	
change.	The	Philippines	is	already	susceptible	to	environmental	disaster,	proving	a	grave	
urgency	in	responding	to	climate	change	immediately.	President	Aquino	himself	draws	
connections	between	the	country’s	internal	displacement	and	natural	disasters,	showing	
promise	that	linking	the	two	will	promote	IDP	protection	in	the	Philippines.		
President	Aquino	is	an	international	leader	of	environmental	protection	in	the	face	of	
climate	change.	He	has	delivered	numerous	speeches	on	the	matter,	and	recognizes	the	human	
consequences	of	climate	change	related	disasters.	In	an	address	to	the	Climate	Vulnerable	
Forum	in	2015,	he	starkly	acknowledged	that	up	to	40	million	people	may	be	displaced	by	rising	
sea	levels,	and	spoke	of	the	specific	experience	of	the	Philippines.	He	noted	the	visible	impact	
Typhoon	Yolanda	had	on	Filipino	coastal	lives—where	coconuts	are	the	main	source	of	
livelihood—in	that	“as	far	as	the	eye	could	see,	not	a	tree	was	left	standing”	(Aquino	2015a).	In	
an	address	at	the	21st	Conference	of	Parties,	Aquino	also	stressed	the	devastating	impact	of	
Typhoon	Yolanda,	and	how	“building	back	better”	has	been	working	to	“break	a	vicious	cycle	of	
destruction”	that	forces	communities	to	“slide	back	into	an	impoverished	state	with	one	
calamity”	(Aquino	2015b).	Aquino’s	language	in	these	speeches	shows	that	he	is	directly	
associating	the	consequences	of	climate	change	with	those	of	internal	displacement.	However,	
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the	problem	here	is	that	he	is	promoting	international	unity	in	combating	climate	change,	not	
internal	displacement	necessarily.	Internal	displacement,	according	to	his	speeches,	is	a	side	
effect	of	natural	disasters	and	should	be	addressed	accordingly.	Still,	his	realization	that	internal	
displacement	is	a	consequence	of	climate	change	begins	the	process	for	increasing	state	
responsibility.	Despite	the	concerns	raised	of	the	Aquino	administration’s	internal	discourse,	by	
drawing	upon	the	link	between	climate	change	and	internal	displacement,	President	Aquino	has	
contributed	to	the	international	discourse	of	IDP	protection	as	a	criterion	for	sovereignty	as	
responsibility.		
The	development	and	evolution	of	IDP	protection	in	the	international	arena	highlight	
the	emphasis	on	state	responsibility	while	maintaining	a	sense	of	urgency	in	addressing	the	
issue.	The	external	dynamism	demonstrates	how	international	actors,	particularly	the	UN,	have	
worked	to	cement	the	issue	as	a	condition	for	state	legitimacy	in	the	modern	age.	Additionally,	
the	grafting	process	reveals	that	even	according	to	President	Aquino	addressing	the	root	causes	
of	internal	displacement	is	an	utmost	concern	for	state	actors	across	the	system.	Although	the	
executive	is	negatively	depicted	within	internal	dynamics,	Aquino’s	rhetoric	displays	a	degree	of	
commitment.	Overall,	the	external	dynamics	reveal	that	while	progress	is	still	to	be	made,	
pressing	governments	to	act	upon	their	sovereign	duties	helps	IDP	protection	earn	national	
attention.		
	
Conclusion		
The	plight	of	IDPs	is	well	recognized	in	academic	studies.	Scholars	have	analyzed	how	
different	types	of	displacement	arise	and	have	detailed	how	different	countries	have	handled	
their	own	crises.	However,	the	research	largely	neglects	to	treat	IDP	protection	as	a	norm,	and	
doing	so	contributes	to	the	academic	understanding	of	the	potential	for	widespread	
implementation.	Additionally,	because	IDP	protection	is	dependent	upon	national	acceptance,	
it	serves	as	an	appropriate	case	to	examine	how	the	formation	of	normative	environments	
affects	the	issue’s	trajectory.	The	goal	of	this	research	has	been	to	deepen	the	understanding	of	
norm	emergence	and	development.	The	examination	of	IDP	protection	through	Krook	and	
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True’s	(2010)	framework	has	highlighted	how	incorporating	internal	and	external	features	in	
norm	evaluation	reveals	challenges	to	the	place	of	IDP	protection	on	the	national	agenda.		
The	Philippines	provides	a	dynamic	example	of	how	national	factors	can	complement	an	
international	norm.	Although	the	precise	definition	and	interpretations	of	IDP	protection	are	
domestically	contested,	the	relevant	actors	universally	recognize	the	threat	posed	by	
displacement-inducing	emergencies	to	Filipino	life,	landscape,	and	culture.	The	emerging	
norm’s	internal	dynamism	predicts	a	fight	for	specifying	and	institutionalizing	the	conditions	of	
IDP	protection,	but	the	external	dynamics	show	an	atmosphere	of	accountability	and	urgency.	
The	international	community	has	displayed	a	consistent,	yet	continuously	advancing	discourse	
on	IDP	protection,	which	helps	confirm	the	global	status	of	IDP	protection	and	the	expectations	
for	state	actors.	However,	while	the	international	discourse	is	well-established,	its	exercise	is	
not	necessarily	as	strong.	The	lack	of	a	binding	mandate	and	of	a	dedicated	agency	limit	the	
pressure	the	UN	can	exert,	putting	much	of	the	responsibility	for	the	norm’s	success	on	
national	actors.	The	model	highlights	that	domestic	settings	greatly	affect	the	execution	of	IDP	
protection,	a	conclusion	that	can	be	applied	universally	to	emerging	norms.	In	the	face	of	low	
state	willingness	and	weak	international	capacity,	IDP	protection	may	not	rapidly	diffuse	in	the	
near	future.	However,	its	presence	on	national	agendas	and	strong	association	with	other	
issues	of	pressing	urgency	provide	outlets	for	eventual	acceptance	and	success.	The	discourse	
surrounding	IDP	protection	shows	promise	for	embedding	the	issue	into	Filipino	society,	and	
while	challenges	exist,	the	active	national	and	international	debates	suggest	the	emerging	norm	
will	retain	political	attention	and	allow	institutionalization	to	become	a	more	likely	reality.		
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